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REMARKS 

I. Introduction 

In response to the Office Action dated August 26, 2003, claim 31 has been cancelled, and 
claims 22 and 32 have been amended- Claims 21-27 and 32-35 arc pending and being examined. 
Claims 28-30 have been wididrawn &om considezadon. 

II« Qaim Amendments 

Applicants* attorney has made amendments to the claims as indicated above. These 
amendments wete made solely for die purpose of clarifying the language of the claims. Claim 22 has 
been amended to incocporate the limitadons of pievidus claim 31^ Claim 32 has been amended to 
delete language redundant with the parent daim &om which it depends. These amendm<^cs do nor 
introduce new matter, and dieii entty is respectfully requested 

III. Restriction Requirement 

Applicants appreciate die Hxaminct's tejoinder of Groups I and II, identified in the 
restriction requirement raised in the Office Action dated Apnl 9, 2003. Applicants further 
acknowledge that die Examiner has made the restnction of Gxoup HI &om Groups I & II final. 
Applicants will postpone cancelknon of non-elected claims until idendficadon of allowable claims 
and in view of potential subsequent rejoinder, should circumstances permit. 

IV- Non-Art Rejections 

On page (3) of die Office Acdon, claims 21-27 and 31-35 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
§112, second paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to parricukdy point out and distincdy claim 
die subject matter which Applicants regard as the invention. Ihe rejecrion is based on the recicarion 
of "presence of* in parent claims 21 and 22, 

Applicants refer to a brief telephone conversation between Examiner Mcintosh and 
Applicant?' undersigned attorney, held today, November 26, 2003. During this conversadon, 
discussion centered on this rejection and alternative language that would address the Examiner's 
concern. It was agreed dmt a statement for the record clarifying the intended meatiing may suffice 
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to overcome the rcjcctioti. Accordingly, Applicaacs xcspcctfbHy ttaverse thi$ rejection for the 
followiag reasons. 

The recitation of "in the presence of DNA*' and "presence of the complex'* in claims 21 and 
22, respectively, refers co a presence sufficient to permit Kin^Ting co the DNA, although the details 
presented in die examples of the specification make it dear that die order in which binding occurs 
can vajy. Accordingly* the claim language is intended to be flexible regarding the nature of the 
contact beoveen the eniyme/inhibitor complex and the DMA. This language is supported by die 
specification as originally filed> for example, at page 57, lines 2-3. To remove any potential 
uncertainty regarding the meaning of "presence". Applicants state for the record that contacting the 
DCMTase with the synthedc inhibitor molecule so as to form an enzyme/synthetic inhibitor 
molecule complex in the presence of DNA means that l^e complex so formed is sufficiently in the 
presence of the DNA as to be capable of binding (or akeady bound to) the DNA. Those sldlled in 
the art would understand diat "presence" in this context would not mean merely in the same room, 
but radier close enough for chemical iateracrion to occur. Accordingly, Apphcants respectfully 
request withdrawal of die rejecdon under 35 U.S.C. §112, second paragraph. 

V. Prior Art Reicctionft 

On pages (3)-(4) of the Office Action, claims 22, 23, 25-27 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
§102(a) as being unpatentable over Szyf et al.. U.S. Patent No. 5,578,716 (Szyf) in view of Bettelheim 
et al, "Introduction to Organic and Biochemistry, 4*'' edition, 1990, Harcourt, Inc." (Betrelheim). 
Applicants respectfully aaverse these rejecdons for the following reasons. 

As noted by die Examiner at page 4 of the Office Acrion, Szyf Ms to teach administration 
of a compound which will bind to an allosteric site. At page 5 of the Office Action, die Examiner 
deed Bettelheim as teaching die definition of allosiensm. While it is true that one skilled in the art 
may have been able to appreciate the value and utility of an allosteric inhibitor to alter the process 
regulated by die en2ymCj this appreciation does not render obvious the means or capacity to achieve 
allostetic inhibition of DCMTase. 
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Pxiot to Applicants' invention, ihose skDled an the art did not know rhat DCMTase is 
regukced via an allo$tciic site, nor did the skilled artisan know that such allosteric inhibition could be 
achieved u$ing a synthetic inhibitor molecule that comprises a C-5 mediylcytosine rhat recognizes an 
allostiiric site on DCMTase. Because the prior art, taken alone or in combination, fails to teach or 
suggest each element of Applicants' claims, Applicants respectfully request the rejection based on 
die prior act be withdrawn. 



In view of the above, it is submitted that tbi$ application is now in good order for allowance 
and such allowance is respectfully solicited. Should the Examiner believe minor matters still remain diat 
can be resolved in a telephone intetview, die Examiner is urged to call Applicants' undersigned 
attorney. 

Respectfully submitted, 

GATES & COOPER LLP 
Attorneys for Applicant(s) 

Howard Hughes Center 
6701 Center Drive West, Suite 1050 
Los Angeles, California 90045 
(310) 641-8797 



Date: November 26. 2003 



KSC/ 



Name: Karen S. Canady 
Reg. No.: 39,927 
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